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SHERCK, J. This accel erated appeal cones to us from
a judgnent issued by the Erie County Court of Common Pl eas,
Donestic Relations Division, in a contenpt action for
nonpaynent of child support arrearages. Appellant maintains
that she should not have been held in contenpt as the court's
original judgnent was m sl eadi ng. Because we concl ude that
the trial court's underlying order was unamnbi guous, we affirm

On April 3, 1998, the donestic relations court found

appel l ant, Sheila Gines (nka Adans), pursuant to her own



adm ssions, to be in contenpt of court for failure to pay

child



support. Appellant was sentenced to thirty days in jail which
was stayed if she paid $70 per nonth plus poundage ($20 per
nonth for current child support and $50 per nonth toward
arrearages) and sought full-tinme enpl oynent.

I n Septenber 1998, the Erie County Child Support
Enf or cenent Agency ("ECCSEA') notified the court that, due to
the emanci pation of the parties' youngest child, appellant's
current child support obligation was term nated. However, the
ECCSEA noved the court to order appellant to continue paying
the presently ordered amount of $70 towards arrearages,
effective until paid in full. The court granted the agency's
not i on.

| n February 2000, ECCSEA noved the court to inpose
the original thirty day sentence fromthe April 1998 judgnent,
for the reason that appellant had failed to conply with the
purge conditions of that order. On April 6, 2000, the trial
court held a hearing on the agency's notion; it granted the
notion, and appellant was ordered to serve thirty days in
jail.

Appel I ant now appeals fromthat judgnent,
mai nt ai ni ng that she m sunderstood and relied to her detrinent
upon the Septenber 1998 judgnent entry which term nated her
then current child support obligation. Appellant essentially

argues that the judgnment entry was m sl eading and that, due to



the ECCSEA s delay in enforcing the court's order, it was
reasonabl e for her to think that she no | onger had to pay

child support in any anmount. We di sagr ee.



Appel l ant's argunment regardi ng detrinental reliance
is grounded in the equitable doctrine of prom ssory estoppel
whi ch has been defined as:

"“A prom se which the prom sor shoul d
reasonably expect to induce action or

f orbearance on the part of the prom see or
a third person and whi ch does induce such
action or forbearance is binding if

i njustice can be avoided only by
enforcenment of the promse."” Talley v.
Teansters Local No. 377 (1976), 48 Chio
St.2d 142, 146 adopting the Restatenent of
the Law, Contracts 2d (1973), Section 90.

Thus, in order for appellant's claimto succeed, she nust
initially establish the threshold el ement of the nmaking of a
prom se whi ch woul d have reasonably been expected to induce
the action she took in not paying child support.

In this case the entry, to which appellant refers as
m sl eadi ng, clearly states:

"[t] hat the order of current support be

termnated as of 09-11-98, but that the

present ordered anount, including arrearage

paynent., continue in effect until all
arrears have been paid." (Enphasis added.)

We find nothing msleading or anbi guous about this entry.
Additionally, nothing in the record indicates that appellant
could not read or was inpaired in sone way so as to prevent
her understanding of this order. The judgnent stated nothing
about vacating or termnating the order to pay past due child
support, which was the basis for the court's original finding

of contenpt. Appellant has, thus, failed to establish the



first criterion in



support of her detrimental reliance argunent--a prom se which
woul d i nduce her actions.

Mor eover, ECCSEA s del ay does not provide an excuse
for appellant's failure to pay support. Rather, it permtted
appellant a longer tinme to conply with the purge conditions,
whi ch she failed to do. Consequently, appellant's argunent
that the judgnent entry and ECCSEA's delay in enforcing the
order msled her is sinply without nerit. Therefore, we
conclude that since appellant failed to conmply with the purge
conditions, the trial court did not err in inmposing the thirty
day jail sentence.

Accordingly, appellant's assignment of error is not
wel | -t aken.

The judgnent of the Erie County Court of Conmon
Pl eas, Donestic Relations Division, is affirnmed. Court costs

of this appeal are assessed to appell ant.

JUDGVENT AFFI RMED

A certified copy of this entry shall constitute the
mandat e pursuant to App.R 27. See, also, 6th Dist.Loc.App.R
4, anmended 1/1/98.
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